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OPINION 1195 

PLEUROCERA RAFINESQUE, 1818 (GASTROPODA): 

THE TYPE SPECIES IS PLEUROCERUS ACUTUS 
RAFINESQUE IN BLAINVILLE, 1824 

RULING.— (1) The authorship of the specific name acutus, 
as published in the binomen Pleurocerus acutus , is to be cited as 
“Rafinesque in Blainville, 1824”. 

(2) Under the plenary powers, all designations of type species 
for the nominal genus Pleurocera are hereby set aside and 
Pleurocerus acutus Rafinesque in Blainville, 1824 is hereby 
designated as type species of that genus. 

(3) The following generic names are hereby placed on the 
Official List of Generic Names in Zoology with the Name Numbers 
specified: 

(a) Pleurocera Rafinesque, 1818 (gender, feminine), 
type species, by designation under the plenary 
powers in (2) above, Pleurocerus acutus Rafinesque 
in Blainville, 1824 (Name Number 2137); 

(b) Lithasia Haldeman, 1840 (gender: feminine), type 
species, by monotypy, Anculosa (Lithasia) geniculata 
Haldeman, 1840 (Name Number 2138). 

(4) The following specific names are hereby placed on the 
Official List of Specific Names in Zoology with the Name Numbers 
specified: 

(a) acutus Rafinesque in Blainville, 1824, as published in 
the binomen Pleurocerus acutus (specific name of 
type species of Pleurocera Rafinesque, 1818 (Name 
Number 2768); 

(b) geniculata Haldeman, 1840, as published in the 
combination Anculosa (Lithasia) geniculata (specific 
name of type species of Lithasia Haldeman, 1840) 
(Name Number 2769). 

HISTORY OF THE CASE Z.N.(S.)83 

An application for a ruling on the type species of Pleurocera 
Rafinesque, 1818 was first received by the late Dr. C.W. Stiles from 
the late Dr. H.A. Pilsbry on 20 January 1925. Dr. Pilsbry pointed 
out that ‘ Pleurocera [had] been universally used for species 
congeneric with P. acuta Raf. since 1872...’. Dr. Stiles pursued some 
correspondence on the case but had not circulated it to the 
Commission before he resigned on the grounds of ill health in 1935. 

The late Mr. Francis Hemming, the successor to Dr. Stiles as 
Secretary to the Commission, published a report on the case on 20 
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April 1951 in Bull. zoo/. Nom. vol. 2, pp. 6-17. His report posed the 
question whether or not the plenary powers should be used to 
designate Pleurocera acuta Rafinesque (sic) as type species of 
Pleurocera and concluded with a recommendation that they should 
be so used. His recommendation was supported by Mr. Joshua L. 
Baily, Jr. and Dr. Emilio Berio; it was opposed by Dr. J.P.E. 
Morrison and Dr. Harald A. Rehder. Mr. Hemming sought advice 
from a number of specialists in Mollusca, but had no replies. When 
he handed the files over to me (as Assistant Secretary) in August 
1958, he placed a minute on Z.N.(S.)83 saying ‘Case held up so far 
through difficulty in obtaining a sufficient number of comments 
from workers familiar with the group’. 

In December 1958 Dr. Joseph Rosewater wrote to ask 
whether an Opinion had ever been issued on the case and expressed 
support for Mr. Hemming’s recommendation. In reply, I asked for 
the names of workers who might advise the Commission. After 
further extensive correspondence. I published a fresh report 
summarising the comments received in Bull. zool. Nom., vol. 17, 
pp. 170-174 (8 April 1960). I had by that time returned to my 
permanent post with the Geological Survey of Great Britain (now 
incorporated in the Institute of Geological Sciences, London) and 
left the matter in the hands of the late Dr. W.E. China, my successor 
as Assistant Secretary to the Commission. 

A number of comments were received, mainly in favour of the 
course originally recommended by Mr. Hemming, but the case was 
not taken to a conclusion. 

In 1975, when I was again able to devote a small part of my 
time to the work of the Commission, I received an enquiry from Mr. 
David Heppell on the fate of the Pleurocera case. This led to a fresh 
round of correspondence. On 9 June 1976 I sent a revised report to 
the printer and this was published on 30 September 1976 in Bull, 
zool. Nom. vol. 33, pp. 105-113. Public notice of the possible use of 
the plenary powers in the case was given in the same part of the 
Bulletin as well as to the statutory serials, to nine general serials and 
three malacological serials. In this, the third published report on the 
case, I presented the issues concerning the generic names separately 
from those concerning the family-group names involved, so that 
they could be voted on separately. The latter have, in fact, not yet 
been resolved and are not dealt with in the present Opinion. 

My proposal to use the plenary powers to designate 
Pleurocera acuta (sic) as type species of Pleurocera was supported by 
Dr. A.H. Clarke (Bull zool. Nom. vol. 34, pp. 197-198; vol. 36, pp. 
140-141), Dr. Harald Rehder (vol. 34, pp. 198-199), Dr. D.W. 
Taylor (vol. 34, p. 199), Dr. Joseph Rosewater (vol. 36, p. 140), Dr. 
Henry van der Schalie and Dr. Billy Isom. It was opposed by Dr. 
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Carol Stein (vol. 34, pp. 196-197; vol. 36, pp. 141-142), by Dr. 
J.P.E. Morrison (vol. 36, p. 139) and Professor Stansbery. 

DECISION OF THE COMMISSION 

On 24 November 1980 the members of the Commission were 
invited to vote under the Three-Month Rule on Voting Paper 
(1980)31 in Part 1 on the authorship to be attributed to the name 
‘Pleurocerus acutus\ and in Part 2 for or against the use of the 
plenary powers to designate that species as type species of 
Pleurocera Rafinesque, 1818. The following note accompanied the 
voting paper: 

The essence of this case is whether the Code is to be strictly 
applied so that Pleurocera verrucosa Rafinesque, 1820, is to be the 
type species of Pleurocera Rafinesque, 1818, by subsequent 
monotypy; or whether the plenary powers should be used to 
designate Pleurocera acuta (with authorship to be decided in the 
voting paper) as type species. 

‘Until a late stage in the history of the case, it was thought that 
the binomen Pleurocera acuta had been first published by 
Rafinesque, 1831. Dr. Morrison stated, however, in vol. 36, p. 139, 
that that name was preoccupied by Pleurocerus acutus (attributed by 
him to “Raf. in Blainville”), 1824. Dr. Carol Stein threw helpful 
light on this name (vol. 36, pp. 141-142) and this was discussed by 
the Secretary (pp. 144-145). 

The documentation in the case is voluminous. It is therefore 
important not to lose sight of the evidence of usage. Evidence 
provided by Dr. Rosewater (vol. 35, pp. 108, 111-113) and Dr. 
Burch (vol. 36, pp. 196-197) shows 50 references between 1918 and 
1975 to the use of Pleurocera as though P. acuta were its type 
species, and 3 as though verrucosa were its type species. Dr. Burch 
also states (vol. 36, pp. 196-197) that a ‘search of the non- 
malacological biological and palaeontological literature will show 
that Pleurocera has almost invariably been used as though P. acuta 
were its type species, and that such references number in their 
hundreds’. 

At the close of the voting period on 24 February 1981 the state 
of the voting was as follows: 


Part 1 

That the author of Pleurocerus acutus is ‘Blainville, 1824’ — 
nine (9), received in the following order: Holthuis, Trjapitzin, 
Alvarado, Habe, Heppell, Hahn, Tortonese, Brinck, Ride 

That the author of Pleurocerus acutus is ‘Rafinesque in 
Blainville, 1824’ — fourteen (14), received in the following order: 
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Melville, Willink, Mroczkowski, Starobogatov, Corliss, Welch, 
Dupuis, Lehtinen, Cogger, Binder, Bayer, Nye, Sabrosky, 
Bernardi 


Part 2 

Affirmative Votes — nineteen (19) received in the following 
order: Melville, Holthuis, Willink, Trjapitzin, Mroczkowski, 
Alvarado, Habe, Heppell, Corliss, Hahn, Welch, Tortonese, 
Brinck, Ride, Binder, Bayer, Nye, Sabrosky, Bernardi 

Negative Votes — three (3): Starobogatov, Lehtinen, Cogger 

Abstention — Dupuis 

Halvorsen and Vokes were on leave of absence. No voting 
paper was returned by Kraus. 

The following comments were sent in by members of the 
Commission with their voting papers: 

Heppell : 'More than fifty years ago the ICZN was asked to 
decide whether the type species of Pleurocera Rafinesque, 1818, 
should be P. verrucosa Rafinesque, 1820, or P. acuta Rafinesque, 
1831. Whatever the merits of the arguments on each side, the 
original proposals and most of the subsequent comments have been 
in favour of P. acuta. The preponderance of usage also indicates that 
P. acuta is a good candidate for the use of the Commission's plenary 
power. On two previous occasions, after publication of the case in 
1951 and 1960, complications involving names of the family group 
prevented a vote being taken on the question of the type species. 
With the passage of time the case for P. acuta has been strengthened 
by further general usage and some of the authors who formerly 
opposed it have changed their minds. It therefore looks suspiciously 
like sabotage when one of the few remaining advocates for P. 
verrucosa introduces at a very late stage in the discussion the 
assertion that P. acuta Rafinesque, 1831, cannot be named as type 
species because it is preoccupied. Unfortunately the Secretary, on 
the assumption that this information is correct and simply 
overlooked by all other workers who have taken an active interest in 
the case, has substituted “Pleurocerus acutus ” for Pleurocera acuta 
on the voting paper, dating the taxon from 1824 and requesting an 
additional vote to determine its authorship. If Pleurocerus acutus 
Blainville, 1824, is seriously to be considered as type species of 
Pleurocera , why was it not mentioned by Morrison in his comment 
in 1951? Although it may be argued that the 1824 reference is in a 
rare publication, it is well known that the text of Blainville’s 1825 
Manuel is identical and readily available in any good malacological 
library. 

‘There is no doubt that Pleurocerus is an incorrect subsequent 
spelling for Pleurocera , even though it was also adopted by other 
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authors, for example Rang, 1829 ( Manuel) and G.B. Sowerby, 1842 
{Conch. Manual 2nd Edn). The status of the two specific names 
included by Blainville is obviously that of nomina nuda and they 
have always been regarded as such up till now. The descriptions of 
Blainville’s two (unnamed) subgenera cannot be applied to the 
specific names. Even if “ Oxytreme” is regarded as an incorrect 
spelling for Oxytrema one cannot argue a single combined 
description of the subgenus and species under Article 16a(vi) as 
“Oxytreme ” is not a new nominal genus. Even if it were it is evident 
from Dr. Stein’s own argument that Oxytrema acuta of 1824 could 
not be identified without the presumption that it is identical to 
Pleurocera acuta of 1831. I am not aware that a nomen dubium can 
become acceptable with its original date and authorship if the same 
name is subsequently published by another author and accompanied 
by an adequate description. 

‘I am loath to impede the final progression of this case to a 
conclusive vote by invoking Bylaw 24, but I do earnestly request the 
Secretary to reconsider the attribution to be given to the taxon 
Pleurocera acuta and to treat an affirmative vote as affirming only 
that P. acuta is to be regarded as type species of Pleurocera by 
plenary power, together with the other matters arising 
consequentially therefrom. My vote is to be regarded as an 
affirmative vote but with Pleurocera acuta Rafinesque, 1831, 
substituted for Pleurocerus acutus, 1824, wherever the latter name 
occurs in paragraphs 2, 3 and 4 of the voting paper; my vote in 
paragraph 1 (which I consider unnecessary) is not to imply that I 
consider Pleurocerus acutus Blainville, 1824, as anything other than 
a nomen nudum ; I vote against paragraph 5 as an incorrect 
subsequent spelling has no status in nomenclature as a separate 
taxon, so there is no “ Pleurocerus Blainville, 1824” to put on any 
List, and the Commission was not required to decide whether this 
name was to be regarded as an emendation.’ 

Reply by the Secretary: I have not acceded to Mr. Heppell’s 
request to re-open this case under Bylaw 24 because I do not think 
that the proposition that Pleurocerus acutus Rafinesque in 
Blainville, 1824 is a nomen nudum is tenable. I consulted Dr. 
Holthuis on this point, and he concurs with my view that the name 
acutus is indeed made available in Blainville. The relevant passage 
i s: PLEUROCERE. Pleurocerus. 

Animal incompletement connu, ayant la tete 
proboscidiforme; deux tentacules lateraux, subules, aigus; les yeux 
a leur base externe. 

Coquille ovale ou pyramidale; ouverture oblongue; la levre 
exterieure mince; l’interne collee contre la columelle, qui est lisse et 
torse, sans ombilic. 
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Opercule corne, ou membraneux. 

A. Especes dont l’ouverture est seulement oblongue. 

Ex. Le Pleurocere oblong. Pleurocerus oblongus. 

B. Especes dont l’ouverture est aigue aux deux extremites, et 
dont l’anterieure se prolonge en une longue pointe aigue. 

(G. OXYTREME. Rafin.) 

Ex. Le PI. aigu. P. acutus. 

Observ. Nous n’avons vu ni 1’animal, ni la coquille de ce genre, 
propose par M. Rafinesque; peut-etre n’est-ce que la paludine 
coupee de M. Say? 

In Section B. of Pleurocerus , while “ Oxytreme ” is clearly a 
vernacular name and not available, P. acutus is associated with the 
description of the Section, in which it is the only species. The name 
is, therefore, available and can only be disposed of by suppression 
under the plenary powers. An application to that effect could be 
considered on its own merits, independently of the determination of 
the nominal type species of Pleurocera. 

The status of Pleurocerus (whether an emendation or an 
incorrect subsequent spelling) has not been considered by the 
Commission and is in any case peripheral to the main issue. R.V.M. 

Dupuis : ‘II est evident que Pleurocerus acutus n’est pas 
attribuable a de Blainville, qui n’a vu ni l’animal, ni la coquille, et 
n’indique aucune origine geographique. L’attribution du genre a 
Rafinesque est attestee par Blainville lui-meme. 

‘L’attribution de l’espece a Rafinesque peut resulter de 
plusieurs considerations: 

‘(a) Blainville, qui etait redacteur du Journal de Physique , de 
Chimie et d’Histoire Naturelle , publie a Paris (non Bruxelles, contre 
Bull. zool. Nom. vol. 33, p. 105) a ete de bonne heure en rapport 
avec Rafinesque, comme le prouve Particle de celui-ci dans le tome 
88,1819, de ce journal. 

‘(b) II a existe un manuscrit de 1821 de Rafinesque sur les 
Gastropodes de l’Ohio et du Kentucky. Rafinesque. 1831, p. 6 (non 
reproduit dans Binney & Tryon, 1864) declare en effet: “In 1821 I 
wrote the Monograph of the Univalve shells of Ohio and Kentucky, 
which I sent to Brussels for publication: it reached that city when 
Mr. Bory [de St. Vincent, redacteur des Annales generales des 
Sciences physiques , Bruxelles] had returned to Paris, and I have 
never heard when it was printed...” Cette monographic n’a jamais 
paru, ni dans les Annales de Bory, ni dans le Journal de Blainville, 
mais l’existence du manuscrit dans les mains des zoologistes frangais 
peut expliquer l’origine des informations de Blainville. 

‘(c) Rafinesque, 1831, p. 2, s’attribue l’espece acuta des 1818 
(date de recolte ou de description in litt., mais non point de 
publication!) et indique son origine: Lake Erie [ce qui est 
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compatible en lieu et date — avec l’Ohio du manuscrit de 182 lj. 
Tour ces raisons, je vote pour acuta Rafinesque in Blainville, 

1824. 

‘Je m’abstiens sur tous les autres points, car les considerations 
d’usage mises en avant en faveur de acuta comme type du genre sont 
difficilement testables pour un non specialiste etranger aux Etats- 
Unis (toutes les considerations d’usage n’ont, du reste, en general, 
qu’une valeur locale, temporaire ou disciplinaire souvent exageree 
par les requerants)’ 

Cogger : ‘Where competent specialists disagree on 
nomenclatural matters one should invoke the plenary powers with 
caution. While there is no doubt from the various submissions that 
most workers in this century have accepted that acuta is the type 
species of Pleurocera , I remain unconvinced that nomenclatural 
stability would be seriously affected by the strict application of the 
Code, especially in view of the widely-acknowledged instability (by 
virtually all parties to the dispute) of pleurocerid systematics. Both 
sides (e.g. Stein and Davis) have resorted to special (and 
unsubstantiated) pleading for extreme positions, but neither the 
Code nor current usage should be sacrosanct. However, I remain 
unconvinced that stability of nomenclature is likely to be seriously 
compromised, and vote against the application.’ 
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